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COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY IN SELECTED TEACHING ASSIGNMENTS 



ABSTRACT 



The primary objective of this study was to investigate the 
instrumental and terminal life values of community college faculty 
in Oregon using the Rokeach Valus Survey. The sample used stratified 
(by teaching status, part-time, full-time, and teaching assignment) 
and proportional (by college) random sampling. The values were each 

of v.r?.^"^^ ' ""V''^^]^ ^ two-factor multivariate analysis 

of variance was performed on each dependent variable set, using 
raculty status and teaching assignment as independent variables, 
uther analyses were performed, also. 

^ °" ranking of the dependent variables showed 

that although there were differences in faculty status, they appeared 
to be of minor Importance, while teaching assignment showed greater 
variance. Values clarification, the differences in life values across 
teaching fields and the influence of values on teaching are app?oJ?i- 
ate topics for m-service educational programs for faculty. 
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Instrumental and Terminal Life Values of Part-Time and Full-Time 
Community College Faculty in Selected Teaching Assignments 

John F. Bohan Loyde W. Hales 

Clackamas Community College Portland State University 

Objectives 

The primary objective of this study was to investigate the instrumental and 
terminal values of community college faculty by teaching assignment and faculty 
status (part-time, full-time). It also investigated the life values of com- 
munity college faculty by sex of instructor. 

Perspectives 

Values are basic concepts that are ingrained in each individual; an indi- 
vidual becomes his beliefs (values) and these beliefs serve as an explanation of 
why an individual responds in given ways (Combs, Hvila, & t^urkey, 1971; Lepley, 
1957; Rescher, 1969; Rokeach- 1960). Values begin to form early in life (All- 
port, 1961; Lerner, 1976), as a result of the interaction of the individual with 
his/her social and physical environment (Gabriel, 1974; U.*ner, 1976; Rokeach, 
1973). They eventually become central to other beliefs and attitudes (Bem, 
1970), regulating and motivating behavior (Gabriel, 1974; Inlow, 1972; Pugh, 
1977) and providing a standard that influences attitudes and actions of the in- 
dividual and evaluations which the individual makes of self and others (Allport, 
1961; Fenner, 1972; Pritchett, 1973; Rokeach, 1973). 

Rokeach (1973) partitioned life values into 18 terminal and 18 instrumental 
values. Selection of the terminal list was from a pool of several hunared 
values obtained from the literature and from various groups; overlapping, 
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excessively specific, and values unrelated to the end-state of existence were 
eliminated. Anderson's (1968) list of 555 personal ity -trait words provided the 
item pool for the instrumental values; the pool was reduced by eliminating nega- 
tive values and those which provided no discrimination across social status, 
sex, age, religion, etc. The respondent is to rank each list according to 
"guiding principles in YOUR life" (Feather, 1975, p. 27). Thus, the s;ales re- 
flect the relative values of an individual and are ipsitive in nature. The 
test-retest reliabilities range from .51 to .88 on the terminal list and from 
.45 to .70 on the instrumental list. The two scales have been used in a number 
of studies, including studies of community colleges (Blai, 1972; Brawer, 1971; 
Park, 1971; Pritchett, 1973). However, none of these studies examined community 
college values by teaching status, teaching assignment, or sex. 

Since values influence an individual's behavior and relationships with 
others, one should expect that the values of teachers would influence teaching 
style, role models provided, and relations with others. The importance of 
values in teaching has been discussed by Gabriel (1964), Jacob (1957), and 
Pullias and Young (1968). 

Data Source and Methods 

All community colleges in Oregon participated in this study. A stratified 
(by teaching status and teaching assignment) proportional (by college) random 
sample was use. Of the 984 instructors who received the instruments and ques- 
tionnaires, 51% responded. The sample was distributed approximately equal by 
sex (54% male, 46% female) and by college location (metropolitan 35%, other u**- 
ban 33%, small city/rural 32%). On the faculty status variable, 58% were full- 
time and 42% were part-time instructors. The distribution for teaching assign- 
ment was: (1) Natural Science (10%); (2) Social Science (12%); (3) Mathematics 
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(12%); (4) English Composition (12%); (5) Auto/Industrial Mechanics (10%); (6) 
Secretarial Science (9%); (7) Business Eucation (19%); and (8) Health Occupa- 
tions (15%). The median age of the sample was ^r2.5; the median for teaching ex- 
perience was 9.9 years. 

The 18 terminal values and the 18 instrumental values were each used as 
dependent variable sets, using the ranks assigned by each respondent as variable 
scores. In agreement with the primary objective of this study, a two factor 
multivariate analysis of variance was performed on each dependent variable set, 
using faculty status and teaching assignment as independent variables. Two- 
factor univariate analyses and Scheffe's test's of pair-wise mean comparisons 
were performed as appropriate. Separate multivariate analyses, followed by uni- 
variate analyses and Scheffe's test, were performed on the two dependent vari- 
able sets, using s?:. of the instructor as the independent variable. All statis- 
tical tests except the Scheffe's were at the .05 level of significance; as 
recommended by Scheffe, the pair-wise mean comparisons were at the .10 level. 

Results and Conclusions 

The means and standard deviations of the terminal values for male and fe- 
male, part-time and full-time community college faculty are presented in Tables 
1 and 2. For the total faculty, the means ranged from 13.2 on Social Recogni- 
tion to 5.7 for Health. In order of importance, faculty placed greater value on 
Health. Self -Respect, Family Security, and Freedom and less value on Salvation, 
Pleasure, National Security, and Social Recognition. The means and standard de- 
viations fo the instrumental values are presented in Tables 3 and 4. For the 
total faculty, the means ranged from 15.1 on Obedient to 4.9 on Honest. In or- 
der of importance, faculty placed greater value on Honest, Responsible* Capable, 
and Loving, and less value on Self -Control led. Polite, Clean and Obedient. 
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Table 1. Terminal Values Means for Community College Faculty by Faculty Status, 
Sex, and Total Sample 



Val ue 



Full-time Part-time Male Female Total 



A Comfortable Life 

An Exciting Life 

A Sense of Accomplishment 

A World at Peace 

A World of Beauty 

Equality 

Family Security 

Freedom 

Health 

Inner Harmony 
Mature Love 
National Security 
Pleasure 
Salvation 
Sel f -Respect 
Social Recognition 
True Friendship 
Wi sdom 



11.08 
10.51 
8.08 
10.09 
10.80 
10.9: 
6.82 
7.35 
6.05 
7.25 
8.38 
12.48 
12.06 
12.04 
6.56 
12.79 
8.89 
8.74 



11.77 
1C.78 
7.49 
9.98 
11.5b 
11.30 
6.34 
6.67 
5.50 
7.23 
8.71 
13.61 
12.90 
12.22 
5.32 
13.46 
9.03 
7.07 



11.06 
10.20 
7.61 
10.28 
11.30 
11.33 
6.19 
7.08 
5.57 
7.20 
8.76 
13.3b 
12.48 
12.05 
6.18 
13.08 
9.61 
7.54 



12.04 
U.31 
7.94 
9.66 
11.17 
10.86 
6.94 
6.86 
5.95 
7.28 
8.27 
'2.87 
12.58 
12.13 
5.39 
13.29 
8.24 
8.17 



11.47 
10.68 
7.74 
10.02 
11.25 
11.13 
6.54 
6.9L 
5.73 
7.24 
8.57 
13.13 
12.54 
12.14 
5.85 
13.18 
8.97 
7.78 



Table 2. Terminal Values Standard Deviations for Community College Faculty by 
Faculty Status, Sex, and Total Sample 



Value 



Full-time Part-time Male Female Total 



A Comfortable Life 

An Exciting Life 

A Sense of Accomplishment 

A World at Peace 

A World of Beauty 

Equality 

Family Security 

Freedom 

Health 

Inner Harmony 
Mature Love 
National Security 
Pleasure 
Salvation 
Self-Respect 
Social Recognition 
True Friendship 
Wi sdom 



4.64 


4.56 


4.66 


4.75 


4.59 


4.87 


4.68 


4.41 


4.46 


4.91 


5.24 


5.10 


4.31 


4.14 


4.60 


4.64 


4.33 


4.60 


4.90 


4.35 


4.53 


4.12 


4.07 


4.14 


4.32 


3.54 


3.82 


4.66 


4.34 


4.41 


4.90 


4.23 


4.44 


4.58 


4.44 


4.36 


4.42 


3.94 


4.06 


6.47 


6.87 


6.77 


4.45 


3.59 


4.14 


4.21 


3.54 


3.79 


4.41 


4.02 


4.23 


5.34 


• 4.33 


4.79 



4.46 

4.30 

4.64 

5.10 

4.08 

4.31 

4.66 

4.07 

3.99 

4.57 

4.60 

4.72 

4.34 

6.67 

3.81 

3.90 

4.17 

4.91 



4.60 

4.66 

4.53 

5.10 

4.22 

4.46 

4.59 

4.10 

3.90 

4.48 

4.52 

4.53 

4.17 

6.70 

4.02 

3.85 

4.18 

4.58 
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Table 3. Instrumental Values Means for Community College Faculty by Faculty 
Status, Sex, and Total Sample 



Value 



Ambitious 

Broadminded 

Capable 

Clean 

Courageous 

Forqiving 

Hel pf ul 

Honest 

Imaginative 

Independent 

Intel lectural 

Logical 

Lovi ng 

Loyal 

Obedi ent 

Polite 

Responsible 

Self-Controlled 



Full-time Part-time Male Female Total 



10.74 
8.78 
7.66 

12.21 
8.84 
9.19 
9.17 
5.72 
9.72 
8.33 
8.67 

10.25 
7.69 
8.78 

14.39 

12.02 
7.41 

11.49 



10.08 
9.28 
7.41 

13.88 
9.29 
9.72 
8.22 
4.25 

10.54 
7.70 
8.52 
9.62 
7.27 
9.74 

15.54 

13.01 
5.74 

11.02 



10.24 
8.82 
7.53 

13.07 
9.14 
9.58 
8.54 
4.62 
9.93 
8.02 
8.66 
9.64 
8.29 
9.81 

14.90 

12.62 
6.60 

10.85 



10.50 
9.33 
7.53 

13.36 
8.99 
9.35 
8.69 
5.20 

10.58 
7.97 
8.48 

10.19 
6.40 
8.76 

15.19 

12.55 
6.19 

11.75 



10.36 
9.06 
7.53 

13.17 
9.10 
9.50 
8.62 
4.87 

10.19 
7.97 
8.58 

10.06 
7.65 
9.50 

15.05 

12.59 
6.54 

11.22 



Table 4. Instrumental Values Standard Deviations for Community College Faculty 
by Faculty Status, Sex, and Total Faculty 

Value Full-time Part-time Male Female Total 



Ambitious 5.28 5.26 5.47 5.06 5.27 

Broadminded 4.00 4.54 4.91 4.51 4.74 

Capable 4.23 4.14 4.16 4.23 4.18 
Clean 



4.74 4.49 4.59 4.71 4.66 

ciu?ageous 4.53 4.61 4.64 4.54 4.58 

Forgiving 4.73 4.78 4.86 4.63 4.76 

Helpfu 4.86 4.37 4.59 4.60 4.60 

Honest 4.63 3.53 3.74 4.50 4.10 

Imaginative 5.01 4.68 4.78 4.86 4.83 

Independent 4.99 4.67 4.82 4.84 4.81 

Intellectual 4.85 5.00 5.16 4.66 4.93 



Logical 



5.10 4.45 4.70 4.79 6.14 



Loving 5.28 4.85 5.08 4.81 6.35 

Loval 4.74 4.38 4.a2 4.57 5.84 

Obedient 4.74 3.72 4.19 4.29 4.22 

Pome 4.31 3.67 3.92 4.00 3.98 

Responsible 4.48 3.77 4.27 3.99 4.17 

Self-Controlled 4.62 4.72 4.85 4.36 4.68 
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In general, these results were similar to those of B1 ai (1972), Brawer (1971), 
Park (iy71), and Pritcheti: (1973). However, it was interesting to discover that 
the respondents in this study placed greater value on Family Security and less 
value on Sense of Accomplishment than did the respondents in earlier studies. 

A multivariate, two-factor, analysis of variance was performed on the term- 
inal values, u?ing faculty status and teaching assignment as independent vari- 
ables. The statistical hypotheses for interaction in the MANOVA wss rejected 
(with 126, 3057.5 df, the Wilks' lambda F = 1.31; £ < .013). Consequently, the 
univariate analyses were examined for interaction (see Table 5). A significant 
interaction was found on three values: Inner Harmony (F^ = 2.26; £ < .03); 
National Security (F = 2.60; p < .01); and Pleasure (F = 2.59; £ < .01). Insub- 
sequent analyses of these variables, differences by teaching status were separ- 
ately analyzed for part-time and full-time faculty. 

Table 5. Univariate Analyses of Variance of Terminal Values for the Interation 
Effect of Faculty Status and Teaching Assignment 



Terminal 
Value 



Sums of Squares Mean Square 

Hypothssi s trror Hypothesis Error 



A Comfortable Life 30.05 10071.19 

An Exciting Life 69.58 10321.52 

A Sense of Accomplishment 82.75 9897.57 

A World at Peace 270.87 12397.91 

A Worl d of Beauty 162.30 7962.64 

Equality 92.85 9445.29 

Family Security 205.36 9747.24 

Freedom 20.45 7975.95 

Health 101.42 6982.20 

Inner Harmony 312.23 9478.20 

Mature Love 217.59 9865.14 

National Security 337.07 8908.72 

Pleasure 308.30 8193.22 
Salvation 
Self Respect 

Social Recognition 157.25 7037.65 

True Friendship 80.67 8451.58 

Wisdom 147.08 10931.91 



269.08 21350.15 
210.32 7349.87 



4.29 20.94 0.21 .984 

9.94 21.46 0.46 .861 

11.82 20.58 0.57 .777 

38./0 25.78 1.50 .164 

23.19 16.55 1.40 .203 

13.26 19.64 0.68 .693 

29.34 20.26 1.45 .184 

2.92 16.58 0.18 .990 

14.63 14.52 1.01 .425 

44.60 19.71 2.26 .028 

31.08 20.51 1.52 .160 

48.15 18.52 2.60 .012 

44.04 17.03 2.59 .013 
30.44 44.39 0.87 .533 

30.05 15.28 1.97 .058 
22.46 14.63 1.54 .153 
11.52 17.57 0.66 .709 
21.01 22.73 0.92 .487 



df = 7, 481 
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The statistical hypothesis for faculty status, in the two-factor MANOVA of 

terminal values, was rejected (with 18, 464 df, the Wilks' lambda F = 2.75; 

£ < .001). Therefore, the univariate analyses were examined for the terminal 

values (see Table 6). Significant differences were found in four values: 

Table 6. Univariate Analyses of Variance of Terminal Values for the Faculty 
Status Main Effect 



Terminal 
Value 



Sum s of Squares Mean Square F 

Hypothesis Error Hypothesis trror 



A Comfortable Life 

An Exciting Life 

A Sense of Accomplishment 

A World at Peace 

A World of Beauty 

Equality 

Family Security 

Freedom 

Health 

Inner Harmony 
Mature Love 
National Security 
PI easure 
Salvation 
Self-Respect 
Social Recognition 
True Friendship 
W1 sdom 



53.58 
8.19 
37.11 
4.16 
62.17 
12.14 
25.12 
60.32 
22.92 
0.63 
13.12 
156.58 
86.71 
5.61 
183.60 
43.43 
3.16 
331.51 



10071.19 

10321.52 
9897.57 

12397.91 
7962.64 
9445.29 
9747.24 
7975.95 
6982.20 
9478.20 
98G5.14 
8908.72 
8193.22 

21350.15 
7349.87 
7037.65 
8451.58 

10931.91 



53.58 
8.19 
37.11 
4.16 
62.17 
12.14 
25.12 
60.32 
22.92 
0.63 
13.12 
156.58 
86.71 
5.61 
183.60 
43.43 
3.16 
331.51 



20.94 

21.46 

20.58 

25.78 

16.55 

19.64 

20.26 

16.58 

14.52 

19.71 

20.51 

18.52 

17.03 

44.39 

15.28 

14.63 

17.57 

22.73 



2.56 
0.38 
1.80 
0.16 
3.76 
0.62 
1.24 
3.64 
1.58 
0.03 
0.64 
8.45 
5.09 
0.13 
12.02 
2.97 
0.18 
14.59 



.110 

.537 

.180 

.688 

.053 

.432 

.266 

.057 

.210 

.859 

.424 

.004 

.025 

.722 

.001 

.086 

.672 

.001 



df = 1, 481 

National Security (F = 8.45; £ < .004); Measure (F = 5.09; £ < .025); Self- 
Respect (F = 12.02; £ < .001); and Wisdom (F = 14.59; £ < .001). Full-time 
faculty placed less value than did part-time faculty on Self-Respect and Wisdom. 
Because of the significant interaction on National Security, the main effects 
for these variables were not interpreted. 

The statistical hypothesis for the teaching assignment main effect in the 
two-factor MANOVA of terminal values was rejected (with 126, 3057.5 df , the 
Wilks' lambda F = 1.84; £ < .001). Consequently, the univariate analyses o: 
t'.rminal values for this effect were examined (see TaLle 7). Significant 
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differences were found for 10 values: A Comfortable Life (£ = 2.44; p < .018); 
AnExciting Life (F = 2.25; p < .029); A World of Beauty (F = 5.64; p < .001); 
Equality (F = 2.33; £ < .024); Family Security (F = 3.33; p < .002); Freedom 
(F = 2.39; p < .021); Health (F = 4.31; £ < .001); National Security (F = 6.06; 
£ < .001); Salvation (F = 2.20; £ < .033); and Self-Respect (F = 2.70; 
£ < .009). 

Table 7. Univariate Analyses of Variance of Terminal Va'.ues for the Teaching 
Assignment Main Effect 



Terminal 
Value 



Sum of Squares M ean Square 

Hypothesis Error Hypothesis Error 



A Comfortable Life 

An Exciting Life 

A Sense of Accomplishment 

A World at Peace 

A World of 83auty 

Equality 

Family Security 

Freedom 

Health 

Inner Harmony 
Mature Love 
National Security 
Pleasure 
Salvation 
Self-Respect 
Social Recognition 
True Friendship 
Wi sdom 



357.12 
338.63 
174.63 
227.82 
653.95 
320.22 
471.69 
277.70 
437.70 
126.99 

53.42 
786.13 

43.10 
684.73 
288.59 
115.38 
164.20 
268.26 



10071.19 

10321.52 
9897.57 

12397.91 
7962.64 
9445.29 
9747.24 
7975.95 
6982.20 
9478.20 
9865.14 
8908.72 
8193.22 

2135C.15 
7349.87 
7037.65 
8451.58 

10931.91 



51.02 
48.38 
24.95 
32.55 
93.42 
45.75 
67.38 
39.67 
62.53 
18.14 

7.63 
112.30 

6.16 
97.82 
41.23 
16.48 
23.46 
38.32 



20.94 
21.46 
20.58 
25.78 
16.55 
19.64 
20.26 
16.58 
14.52 
19.71 
20.51 
18.52 
17.03 
44.39 
15.28 
14.63 
17.57 
22.73 



2.44 .018 

2.25 .029 
1.21 .294 

1.26 .267 
5.64 .001 
2.33 .024 
3.33 .002 
2.39 .021 
4.31 .001 
0.92 .490 
0.37 .919 
6.06 .001 
0.36 .924 
2.20 .033 
2.70 .009 
1.13 .345 
1.33 .232 
1.69 .110 



df = 7, 481 

With the exception of National Security, which was excluded because of the 
significant interaction, a Scheffe's test was performed on each pair-wise mean 
comparison for each significant terminal value, using a .10 level of 
significance for each comparison. Group means and standard deviations are 
presented In Tables 8 and 9, respectively. A summary of siynificant pair-wise 
mean comparisons is found in Table 10. English Composition instructors placed 
greater value on A World of Beauty than did Auto/Industrial Mechanic, Secre- 
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Table 8. Scale Means for Terminal Values by Levels of Teaching Teaching nssignment 



RVS 
Scale 



NatSci SocSci Mth 
(1) (2) (3) 



Eng A/IndM BusEd SecSci Hlth 
(4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 



A Comfortable Life 


12.08 


12.11 


10.72 


An Exc"it"ina L if^ 


9.76 


9.60 


10.92 


A ^pn^P of AccomD 


6.90 


6.95 


8.20 


A Worl d at Peace 


11.02 


9.95 


9.82 


A Worl d of Beauty 


11.04 


9.87 


11.31 


Fflual i tv 


11.32 


10.29 


10.85 


Farni 1 v Secur i tv 


7.06 


8.23 


6.05 


Freedom 


6.51 


5.66 


7.02 


Health 


4.98 


7.32 


6.07 


Inner Harmony 


6.90 


8.42 


7.43 


Mature Love 


8.27 


8.76 


8.05 


National Security 


15.04 


13.77 


13.69 


PI easure 


12.43 


12.42 


12.59 


Sal vat ion 


13.25 


13.39 


12.12 


Sel f-Respect 


5.18 


5.77 


5.80 


Social Recognition 


14.20 


12,40 


13.00 


True Friendship 


8.43 


-.11 


8.69 


Wi sdom 


6.78 


6.97 


8.30 



12.90 
9.75 
7.47 
8.50 
9.05 
9.73 
7.88 
6.67 
7.03 
6.90 
8.75 
14.45 
12.72 
14.23 
6.08 
12.98 
8.78 
7.12 



10.28 
11.22 
7.46 
10.52 
12.42 
12.50 
5.42 
8.44 
5.02 
7.02 
8.84 
11.02 
12.84 
11.12 
6.50 
12.72 
9.36 
8.48 



11.17 
12.19 
7.47 
9.75 
11.13 
11.89 
6.15 
7.62 
5.70 
6.53 
9.09 
11.09 
12.34 
11.02 
6.68 
13.19 
8.85 
9.23 



10.66 
10.76 
8.57 
10.50 
12.25 
11.70 
5.58 
6.69 
5.32 
7.26 
8.75 
12.50 
12.11 
10.92 
6.55 
13.40 
9.96 
7.55 



12.00 
11.46 
8.17 
10.07 
12.29 
10.96 
6.32 
7.49 
4.57 
7.26 
8.22 
13.30 
13.00 
11.65 
4.38 
13.49 
8.21 
8.08 



Table 9. Scale Standard Deviations for Terminal Values by for Levels of Teaching 
Assignment 



RVS 
Scale 



NatSci SocSci 
(1) (2) 



Mth Eng A/IndM BusEd SecSci Hlth 
(3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 



A Comfortable Life 3.22 4.65 4.72 4.58 5.40 4.92 4.46 

An Exciting Life 4.30 4.41 4.76 4.42 5.43 4.28 4.85 

A Sense of Accomp 4.57 3.46 5.14 4.44 4.41 4.65 4.75 

A World at Peace 4.57 5.49 4.97 4.72 5.22 5.50 5.24 

A World of Beauty 4.50 4.64 3.96 4.14 3.74 4.46 3.98 

Equality 4.05 5.05 4.19 4.41 4.06 4.15 4.83 

Family Security 4.92 4.89 4.56 4.69 4.19 5.00 3.40 

Freedom 3.61 3.98 3.91 3.85 3.93 4.71 4.13 

Health 3.22 3.64 4.32 3.76 4.10 3.92 3.54 

Inner Harmony 4.48 4.76 4.57 4.76 4.07 4.03 4.16 

Mature Love 4.71 4.33 4.79 4.46 4.61 4.71 4.46 

National Security 3.04 4.55 4.00 4,49 4.47 5.06 4.61 

Pleasure 4.25 4.26 4.08 3.93 3.72 4.40 4.62 

Salvation 6.97 6.A2 6.67 5.30 6.55 6.70 7.01 

Self-Respect 3.30 3.40 4.26 4.47 4.52 4.64 4.35 

Social Recognition 2.86 4.16 3.80 4.58 4.75 3.38 3.40 

True Friendship 3.85 4.45 4.35 4.25 3.82 4.71 4.16 

Wisdom 4.28 5.42 4.91 5.22 4.92 4.42 4.94 



4.34 
4.30 
4.53 
4.92 
3.50 
4.13 
4.24 
4.22 
3.96 
4.79 
4.42 
4.40 
4.00 
7.12 
2.67 
3.67 
3.83 
4.29 
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Table 10. Significant Pair-Wise Mean Comparisons between Levels of Teaching 
Assignment on ,the Terminal Values 

Terminal Scale " Pair-Wise Group Comparisons 



A World of Beauty 2..7* 4-5** 4-7** 4-8** 

Family Security 2-7* 

Freedom 2 S* 

Health 8* 4-8* 

Sel f-Respect 7-8* 

Natural Science (1); Social Science (2); Mathematics (3); English (4); Auto/ 
Industrial Mechani:s (5); Business Education (6); Secretarial Science (7); ana 
Health (8) 
* alpha = .10 
** alpha = .05 

tarial Science, and Health Occupations instructors. Social Science instructors 
also placed greater value on A ^orld of Beauty than did Secretarial Science in- 
structors. Secretarial Science instructors placed greater value on Family 
Security than did Social Science instructors. Social Science instructors Maced 
greater value on Freedom than did Auto/Industrial Mechanic instructors. Health 
Occupations instructors placed greater value on Health than did Social Science 
and English Composition instructors. Health Occupations incructor^s placed 
greater value on Self-Respect than did Secretarial Science instructors. 

A multivariate, two-factor analysis of variance was perfor-med on instrumen- 
tal values, using faculty status and teaching assignment as independent vari- 
ables. The statistical hypothesis for interaction in the MANOVA was rejected 
(with 126, 3050.94 df , WilK^' lambda F = 1.23; £ < .047). Therefore, the uni- 
variate analyses were examined for interaction (see Table 11). A significant 
interaction was found on only one variable: Courageous (F_ = 2.15; £ < .04). 

The statistical hypothesis for faculty status, in the two-factor MANOVA of 
instrumental values, was rejected (with 18, 463 df_, the Wilks' lambda F = 4.36; 
p < .001). Therefore, the univariate analyses were examined for the instrumen- 
tal values (see Table 12). Significant differences were found on six variables. 
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Table 11. Univariate Analyses of Variance of Instrumental Values for the Inter- 
action Effect of Faculty Status and Teaching Assignment 



Terminal 
Value 



Ambitious 
Broadminded 
Capable 
Clean 

Courageous 

Forgiving 

Hel pf ul 

Honest 

Imaginative 

Independent 

Intellectual 

Logical 

Lovi ng 

Loyal 

Obedi ent 

Pol its 

Responsible 

Self -Controlled 

df = 7, 480 



Sums of Squares 
Hypothesis Error 



Mean Square 
Hypothesis Error 



177 ^9 


13144.12 


25.36 


10*1 71 


10644, 83 


15.10 


?10 71 


825K79 


30.10 




9450.02 


19.22 


300.05 


9560.22 


42.86 


179.30 


1 nono no 
lUo9o.Uo 




52.10 


10159.26 


8.87 


202.74 


7640.04 


28.96 


178,88 


10835.47 


25.55 


145.40 


10848.79 


20.77 


195.23 


10957.56 


27.89 


275.74 


18090.97 


39.39 


169.53 


19029.71 


24.22 


191.65 


15900.45 


27.38 


165.22 


8073.30 


23.60 


62.87 


7526.49 


8.98 


188.20 


7658.43 


26.89 


114.81 


10475.45 


16.40 



27.38 
22.18 
17.19 
19.69 
19.92 
22.70 
21.17 
15.92 
22.57 
22.60 
22.83 
37.69 
39.65 
33.13 
15.82 
15.68 
15.96 
21.82 



F 


n 


0.93 


.49 


0.68 


.69 


1.75 


.10 


0.98 


.45 


2.15 


.04 


1.13 


.34 


0.42 


.89 


1.82 


.08 


1 13 


34 


0.92 


.49 


1.22 


.29 


1.05 


.40 


0.61 


.75 


0.83 


.57 


1.40 


.20 


0.57 


.78 


1.69 


.11 


0.75 


.53 



Table 12. Univariate Analyses of Variance of Instrumental Values for the 
Faculty Status Main Effect 



Termi nal 
Value 



ERIC 



Ambitious 
Broadmi nded 
Capable 
Clean 

Courageous 

Forgiving 

Hel pf ul 

Honest 

Imaginative 

Independent 

Intellectual 

Logical 

Loving 

Loyal 

Obedient 

Pol i te 

Responsible 

Self -Control led 

df = 1, 480 



Sum of Squares 
Hypothesis Error 



Mean Square 
Hypothesis Error 



39.00 


13144.12 


39.00 


19.70 


10644.83 


19.70 


4.79 


8251.79 


4.79 


354.48 


9450.02 


354.48 


12.12 


9560.22 


12.12 


33.99 


10898.08 


33.99 


105.63 


10159.26 


105.63 


223.68 


7640.04 


223.68 


70.76 


10835.47 


70.76 


49.58 


10848.79 


49.58 


7.69 


10957.56 


7.69 


128.45 


18090.97 


128.45 


95.5; 


19029.71 


95.51 


66.// 


15900.45 


66.77 


174.73 


8073.30 


174.73 


129.94 


7526.-^9 


129.94 


295.09 


7558.43 


295.09 


19.86 


10475.45 


19.86 



27.38 
22.18 
17.19 
19.69 
19.92 
22.70 
21.17 
15.92 
22.57 
22.60 
22.83 
37.69 
39.65 
33.13 
16.82 
15.68 
15.96 
21.82 



1.42 


.233 


0.89 


.346 


0.28 


.598 


18.00 


.001 


0.61 


.436 


1.50 


.222 


4.99 


.026 


14.05 


.001 


3.13 


.077 


2.iy 


.139 


0.34 


.562 


3.41 


.065 


2.41 


.121 


2.02 


.156 


10.39 


.001 


8.29 


.004 


18.50 


.001 


0.91 


.341 
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Fun-time faculty placed greater value on Clean (F = 18.00; p < .001). Polite 
(F = 8.29; £ < .004), and Obedient (F = 10.39; p < .001 ), and less value on 
Honest (F = 14.05; £ < .001). Helpful (F = 4.99; £ < .026). and Responsible 
(F = 18.50; £ < .001) than did part-time faculty. 

The statistical hypothesis for the teaching assignment main effect in the 
two factor MANOVA of instrumental values was rejected (with 126. 3050.94 df. the 
Wilks' lambda F = 2.02; £ < .001). Consequently, the univariate analyses of in- 
strumental values for this effect were examined (see Table 13). Significant 

Table 13. Univariate Analyses of Variance of Instrumental Values for the 
Teaching Assignment Main Effect 



Instrunie ial 
Va'i ue 



Sums of Squares Mean Square 

Hypothesis Irror Hypothesis Error 



Ambitious 
Broadmi nded 
Capabl e 
Clean 

Courageous 

Forg i vi ng 

Helpful 

Honest 

Imaginative 

Independent 

Intellectual 

Logical 

Loving 

Loyal 

Obedient 

Polite 

Responsible 

Sel f-Controlled 



410.30 
377.15 
186.43 
826.73 
493.71 
98.63 
115.27 
244.29 
504.93 
430.10 
870.87 
211.36 
691.65 
735.09 
396.94 
134.80 
475.29 
228.75 



13144.12 
10644.83 
8251.79 
9450.02 
9560.22 
10898.08 
10159.26 
7640.04 
10835.47 
10848.79 
10957.56 
10890.97 
19029.71 
15900.45 
8073.30 
7526.49 
7658.43 
10475.45 



58.61 
53.88 
26.63 
118.10 
70.53 
14.09 
16.47 
34.90 
72.13 
61.44 
124.41 
30.19 
98.81 
105.01 
56.71 
19.26 
67.90 
32.68 



27.38 

22.18 

17.19 

19.69 

19.92 

22.70 

21.17 

15.92 

22.57 

22.60 

22.83 

37.69 

39.65 

33.13 

16.82 

15.68 

15.96 

21.82 



F 




2.14 


.038 


2.43 


.019 


1.55 


.149 


6.00 


.001 


3.54 


.001 


0.62 


.739 


0.78 


.606 


2.19 


.034 


3.20 


.003 


2.72 


.009 


5.A5 


.001 


0.80 


.587 


2.49 


.016 


3.17 


.003 


3.37 


.002 


1.23 


.285 


4.26 


.001 


1.50 


.166 



df = 7. 480 

differences were found on 12 values: Ambitious (F = 2.14; £ < .038); Broad- 
nnnded (F = 2.43; £ < .019); Clean (F = 6.00; £ < .001); Courageous (F = 3.54; 
£ < .001); Honest (F = 2.19; £ < .034); Imaginative (F = 3.20; £ < .003); 
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Independent (F = 2.72; £. < .009); Intellectual (F = 5.45; p < .001); Losing 
(F = 2.49; £ < .016); Loyal (F = 3.17; £ < .003); Obedient (F = 3.37; £ <.002); 
and Responsible (F = 4.26; £ < .001). 

With the exception of Courageous, which was excluded because of significant 
interaction, Scheffe's test was performed on each pa^r-wise mean comparison for 
each significant instrumental value. Group means and standard deviations are 
presented in Tables 14 and 15. A summary of significant pair-wise mean compari- 
Table 14. Scale Means for Instrumental Values by Levels of Teaching Assignment 

"scale NatSci SocSci Mth Eng A/IndM BusEd SecSci Hlth 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 



^1;;;^^— 10.53 11.52 10.73 11.22 8.16 9.60 10 47 10 16 

Broadminded 9.18 7.44 8./0 8.27 10.06 10.53 9.38 9.34 

Paoahlp 7.25 7.74 7.82 8.37 7.30 8.64 6.84 b.y^ 

13.94 13.73 13.12 15.30 10.24 11.96 13.40 12.97 



Clean 13.34 IJ./J l^.lc io.ju lu.ct ,« oc 

CouJaaeous 9.35 7.58 8.58 7.50 9.50 10.00 9.69 10.25 

FoSg 996 9.94 9.55 9.40 8.78 9.32 8.99 10.07 

HPlDfu 8.92 8.48 9.33 8.25 8.98 7.47 8.77 8.59 

Honpit 425 594 9.47 5.33 4.58 5.64 4.38 3.93 

m native I'ofs s'oZ 10.23 8.12 11.32 10.96 11.04 10.4 

Independent 7.29 8.37 6.88 7 13 9.94 '.77 8.85 7.53 

Intellectual 8.61 6.81 8.32 6.75 11.42 8.94 9.39 8.70 

LSgical 9.08 9.45 9.90 10.70 10.38 11.55 9.82 10.04 

Lovng 8.37 6.92 9.22 6.03 9.30 6 21 8.29 6.78 

Loval 9.67 10.10 11.77 9.08 9.78 7.06 8.51 10.01 

nhoH-pnt 1520 15.50 15.10 15.88 13.04 14.09 14.83 16.15 

?o iie :80 13.23 12.83 12.88 11.44 12.83 12 04 12.78 

Responsible 5.88 7.68 6.90 8.12 6.56 6.40 5.52 5.26 

SelT-Sontrolled 10.31 11.57 10.97 12.42 10.48 12.28 10.89 11.11 



sons is found in Table 16. Auto/Industrial Mechanics instructors placed greater 
value on Clean than did Natural Science, Social Science, English Compostion, and 
Secretarial Science instructors. Business Education instructors placed greater 
value on Clean than did English instructors. English instructors placed greater 
value on Imaginative than did Auto/Industnal Mechanics and Secretarial Science 
instructors. Social Science and English instructors placed greater value on 
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Assignment 


RVS 


NatSci 


SocSci 


Mth 


Eng 


A/ indn 


DUSC.Q 




HUh 

III V i 1 

(8) 


Seal e 


(1) 


(2) 


(3) 


(4) 


(5) 


(6) 


(7) 


Ambitious 


5.ij2 


5.14 


5.72 


4.56 


5.47 


5.14 


5.14 


5.22 


Broadmi nded 


4.77 


4.84 


4.94 


4.32 


5.30 


4.46 


4.61 


4.45 


Capable 


4.10 


3.77 


3.98 


4.16 


4.33 


4.85 


4.37 


3.83 


C1 ean 


4.31 


4.09 


4.40 


3.56 


4.74 


5.03 


4.83 


4.84 


Courageous 


4.30 


4.34 


4.72 


4.03 


5.12 


4.65 


4.46 


4.44 


Forgiving 


4.90 


4.84 


4.91 


5.01 


4.73 


4.95 


4.54 


4.51 


Helpful 


4.54 


4.37 


4.66 


4.36 


5.01 


4.62 


4.63 


4.64 


Honest 


3.06 


4.02 


4.78 


4.35 


4.15 


4.69 


3.84 


3.60 


Imagi nati ve 


4.94 


4.86 


4.39 


5.47 


4.62 


4.30 


4.69 


4.73 


Independent 


4.70 


4.75 


4.65 


4.58 


4.75 


5.05 


4.86 


4.72 


Intellectual 


4.73 


4.90 


4.49 


4.91 


4.89 


4.49 


4.88 


4.84 


Logical 


4.27 


5.17 


4.39 


4.72 


4.94 


4.17 


4.72 


4.63 


Loving 


5.20 


5.20 


4.19 


3.55 


5.03 


4.90 


5.51 


4.81 


Loyal 


4.83 


4.32 


4.42 


4.12 


5.10 


4.69 


4.42 


3.90 


Obedi ent 


3.47 


4.31 


4.18 


3.43 


5.10 


4.70 


4.26. 


3.73 


Polite 


4.18 


3.97 


3.54 


3.83 


4.29 


4.23 


3.99 


3.90 


Responsible 


4.24 


3.97 


4,59 


4.08 


4.6^ 


4.27 


3.71 


3.57 


Sel f-Control 1 ed 


5.12 


4.41 


4.65 


4.10 


5.25 


4.47 


4.89 


4.40 



Table 16. Signrricant Pair-Wise mean Comparisons between Levels of Teaching 
Assignment on the Instrumental Values 



Instrumental Scale Pair-Wise Group Comparisons^ 



Clean 5-1** 5-2** 5-4*- 5-7** 4-6** 

Imaginative 4-5* 4-7* 

Intellectual 2-5** 4-5** 

Loyal 3-6** 

Obedient 5-4* 5-8* 



a** 



Responsible 



4-7** 2-8* 4-8 



** 



* alpha = .10 

** alpha = .05 , , . -^x r •. • u />i\ 

^Natural Science (1); Social Science (2); Mathematics ^3); English (4), 
Auxo/Industrial Mechanics (5); Business Education (6); Secretarial Science (7); and 
Health (8) 
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Intellectual than did Auto/Industrial Mechanics instructors. Business Education 
instructors placed greater value on Loyal than did Mathematics instructors. 
Auto/Industrial Mechanics instructors placed greater value on Obedient than did 
English and Health instructors. Secretarial Science and Health instructors 
placed greater value on Responsible than did English instructors. Health 
instructors placed greater value on Responsible than did Social Science instruc- 
tors. 

Four life values had significant interactions: Courageous, Harmony, 
National Security, and Pleasure. For these values, teaching assignment 
differences were examined separately for part-time and full-time faculty. (See 
Table 17.) Significant differences were found on Courageous for Part-time (F = 
3.54; £ < .001) and Full-t^me (F = 2.31; £ < .032) faculty and on National 
Security for Full-ti-^e faculty {F = 7.06; £ < .001). Therefore, Scheffe's ':est 
was performed on each pair-wise mean comparison. (Means and standard deviations 
for teaching 

Table 17. Univariate Ons-Way Analyses of Variance of Terminal and Instrumental 
Values which had Significant Interaction, Examining the Teaching Assignment Mam 



Effect 



Sums of Squares Mean Square f. 



Value Hypothesis Error Hypothesis Zrror 



PART-TIME* 



Courageous 467.94 3832.58 66.85 18.88 3.54 .001 

Harmony 288.56 4279.12 41.22 21.08 .96 .063 

277.15 4135.54 39.59 20.37 1.94 .065 

231.52 3884.68 33.07 19.14 1.73 .104 



National Security 
Pleasure 



FULL-TIME** 



Courageous 322.16 5734.33 46.02 20.63 2.31 .032 

Harmony 151.29 5199.08 2 .61 8.70 1.16 .329 

National Security 848.96 4773.18 121.28 7.17 7.06 .001 

Pleasure 121.52 4308.54 17.36 14.50 1.12 .350 



*df = 7, 203 
**df = 7, 278 
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assignment groups with faculty status are shown in Table 18.) Part-time Social 
Science instructors placed greater value on Courageous than did part-time Health 
Occupations instructors. Auto/Industrial Mechanics and Business Education full- 
time instructors placed g-.-eater value on National Security than did Natural 
Science, Mathematics, and English full-time instructors. Also, full-time Secre- 
tarial Science instructors placed -eater value on National Security than did 
English full-time instructors. (See Table 19.) 

Table 18. Means and Standard Deviations of Those Values with Significant 
Interactions by Teaching Assignment with Faculty Status 



Value 


N^atScI 
(1) 


SocSci 
(2) 


Mth 
(3) 


Eng 
(4) 


A/IndM 
(5) 


BusEd 
(6) 


Secbci 
(7) 


mth 

(8) 


PART-TIME 


















Courageous 

nedn 
S.D. 


10 60 
3.83 


6.97 
4.52 


7.97 
5.15 


7.85 

3.63 


7.90 
4.84 


10.32 
4.06 


8.68 
4.34 


11.42 
3.85 


Harmony 
Mean . 
S.U. 


7.80 
4.60 


8.30 
4.50 


8.59 
4.85 


6.00 
4.95 


5.40 
3.60 


5.53 
4.45 


7.03 
4.02 


8.16 
5.34 


National Security 
Mean 
S.D. 


18.87 
3.81 


13.87 
4.69 


12.16 
4.06 


11.96 
5.33 


10.65 
4.86 


10.84 
4.82 


12.87 
4.38 


12.48 
4.07 


Pleasure 
Mean 
S.D. 


12.67 
2.85 


11.50 
4.70 


1.2.31 
4.67 


13.27 
4.15 


14.15 
3.17 


10.21 
5.00 


11.32 
4.57 


11.74 
4.50 


FULL-TIME 


















Courageous 
Mean 
S.D. 


8.79 
4.44 


8.16 
4.14 


9.29 
4.16 


7.24 
4,34 


10.57 
5.10 


9.79 
5.07 


10.44 
4.41 


9.44 
4.67 


Harmony 
Mean 
S.D. 


6.50 
4.43 


8.53 
5.06 


6.14 
3.93 


7.59 
4.57 


8.10 
4.06 


7.21 
3.63 


7.43 
4.29 


6.64 
4.32 


National Security 
Mean 
S.D. 


15.12 
2.69 


13.69 
4.49 


15.38 
3.21 


16.35 
2.42 


11.27 
4.27 


11.25 
5.30 


12.24 
4.79 


13.87 
4.58 


Pleasure 
Mean 
S.D. 


12.32 
4.78 


13.28 
3.67 


12.90 
3.37 


12.29 
3.75 


11.97 
3.86 


13.79 
3.29 


12.67 
4.61 


13.87 
3.40 
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Table 19. Significant Pair-wise mean Comparisons Between Levels of Teaching 
Assignment Within Levels of Faculty Status 



Scale Faculty 


Status 


Pair-Wise Group Comparisons^ 


Courageous Part 


-time 


2-8** 


National Security Full 


-time 


1-5* 1-6* 3-5** 3-6* 




4«5** 4«5** 4-7** 



* alpha = .10 
** alpha = .05 



Using sex of instructor as the independent variable, the statistical 
hypothesis for the MANOVA for terminal values was rejected (Wilk's lambda 
F = 2.39; £ < .001). Therefore, the univariate analyses were examined for 
terminal values. See Table 20. (Means and standard deviations were presented 
in Tables 1 and 2). Significant differences were found on four of the resulting 
ANOVAs. Males placed greater value on A Comfortable Life (F = 5.61; £ < .02) 
and An Exciting Life (F= 6.30: P < .02), and females placed greater value on 
Self-Respect {?_ = 4.89; £ ' .03) and True Friendship (F = 13.50; £ < .001). 

For instrumental values, the statistical hypothesis for the MANOVA was re- 
jected (Wilks' lambda F^ = 2.09; £ < .01). Therefore, the univariate analyses 
for instrumental values were examined, using sex of instructor as the indepen- 
dent variable. See Table 21. (Means and standard deviations were presented in 
Tables 3 and 4.) Significant differences were found on three of the ANOVAS. 
Females placed greater value on Loving (?_ = 15.45; £ < .001) and Loyal 
(F^ = 6.81; £ < .01) and males placed greater value on Self-Control (F_ = 4.32; 
£ < .04). 

Values are an important part of personality, playing an important role in 
directing an individual's behavior, structuring his/her interpersonal relation- 
ships, and providing a standard for the evaluation of se'if and others. There- 
fore, one could expect that the life values of an instructor will influence 
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Table 20. 
Effect 



Univariate Analyses of Varidnce of Terminal Values for the Sex Main 



Terminal 
Value 



Sums of Squares 
Hypothesis Error 



Mean Square 
Hypothesi s Error 



A Comfortable Life 

An Exciting Life 

A Sense of Accomplishment 

A World at Peace 

A World of Beauty 

Equal i ty 

Family Security 

Freedom 

Health 

Inner Harmony 
Mature Love 
National Security 
PI easure 
Salvation 
Self Respect 
Social Recognition 
True Friendship 
Wi sdom 



117,01 


10199.68 


117.01 


20.86 


5.61 


.018 


134.48 


10434.20 


134.48 


21.34 


6.30 


.012 


12 18 


10102 27 


12. 18 


20.66 


0.59 


.443 


46 98 


12707.97 


46.98 


25.99 


1.81 


.179 


1 92 




1.92 


17.93 


0.11 


.743 


26.93 




26.93 


19.98 


1.35 


.246 


70.00 


1J316.19 


70.00 


21.10 


2.22 


.069 


6.57 


8257.30 


6.57 


16.89 


0.39 


.533 


18.46 


7431.69 


18.46 


15.20 


1.22 


.271 


0.39 


9798.29 


0.39 


20.04 


0.02 


.889 


30.40 


9983.41 


30.40 


20.4;: 


1.49 


.223 


27.58 


10027.34 


27.58 


20.51 


1.35 


.246 


1.44 


8584.99 


1.44 


17.56 


0.08 


.775 


0.71 


22172.17 


0.71 


45.34 


0.12 


.901 


77.93 


7786.30 


77.93 


15.92 


4.89 


.027 


5.33 


7216.90 


5.33 


14.76 


0.36 


.548 


232.27 


8415.60 


232.27 


17.21 


13.50 


.001 


49.35 


11495.59 


49.35 


23.51 


2.10 


.148 



df = 1, 488 



Table 21. Univariate Analyses of Variance of Instrumental Values for the Sex 
Main Effect 



Instrumental 
Value 



Ambitious 
Broadminded 
Capable 
Clean 

Courageous 

Forgiving 

Helpful 

Honest 

Imaginative 

Independent 

Intellectual 

Logical 

Loving 

Loyal 

Obedient 

Polite 

Responsible 

Self -Control led 



Sums of Square s 
Hypothesis Error 



Mean Squa re 
Hy pothesis Wror 



7.61 


1J644.00 


7.61 


27.96 


0.27 


.602 


31.74 


10920.43 


31.74 


22.38 


1.42 


.234 


0.03 


8607.74 


0.03 


17.64 


0.00 


.970 


9.99 


10547.60 


9.99 


21.61 


0.46 


.497 


2.20 


1307.08 


2.20 


21.12 


0.14 


.747 


6.91 


11025.25 


6.91 


22.59 


0.31 


.581 


2.55 


10245.77 


2.55 


21.00 


0.12 


.727 


37.96 


8246.53 


37.96 


16.90 


2.25 


.135 


50.51 


11338.97 


50.51 


23.24 


2.17 


.141 


0.80 


11393.17 


0.80 


23.35 


0.03 


.854 


5.03 


11855.34 


5.03 


24.29 


0.21 


.649 


5.33 


18581.74 


5.33 


38.08 


0.14 


.708 


609.60 


19257.17 


609.60 


39.46 


15.45 


.001 


231.58 


16592.91 


231.58 


34.00 


6.81 


.009 


8.82 


8764.36 


8.82 


17.96 


0.49 


.484 


0.63 


7653.74 


0.63 


15.68 


0.04 


.841 


22.61 


8410.94 


22.61 


17.24 


1.31 


.253 


92.75 


10471.50 


92.75 


21.46 


4.32 


.038 



ERIC 



df = 1, 488 
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his/her ro'e modeling, teaching style, and relationships with students. This 
study confirms that community college instructors differ in life values and that 
these differences are related to teaching assignment and, to a lesser extent, to 
the sex and faculty status of the instructor. For an understanding of the 
terminal and instrumental values of community college faculty, teaching 
assignment is an important variable and should be considered in inservice pro- 
grams aimed at value clarification and understanding of the role of values in 
teaching. 

However, the differences which can be attributed to faculty status appear 
to be minor and this variable is likely to contribute little to an understanding 
of values. Similarly, differences between male and female faculty members were 
relatively minor, suggesting that this variable is of little importance in 
understanding the life values of community college faculty. Nevertheless, be- 
cause sex differences are found in the life values of the general population, 
one might wish to include sex differences in an inservice program =>imed at 
values clarification and values in teaching. 

In conclusion, in order to provide a supportive environment for community 
college students, faculty need to be cognizant of their life values and how 
their values may influence their teaching and relationships with students. 
Thus, values clarification, the differences in life values across teaching 
fields, and the influence of values on teaching are appropriate topics for in- 
service educational program for faculty. In addition, one might suspect that 
values clarification would be beneficial for students, perhaps included in an 
occupational /careers orientation program. 
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